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Separate paging is given to this Part in order that It may be filed 
as a separate compilation 


MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS 
(Legislative Department) 

NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 19th May 1976 

S.O. 356(E). —The following Order made by the President is published for general 
information:— 

Order 

WHEREAS Shrl Amar Nath Chawla, a former Member of the House of the People 
has incurred disqualification for a period of six years under section 8A of the Representa¬ 
tion of the People Act, 1951 (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) as It stood Imme¬ 
diately before the commencement of the Election Laws (Amendment) Act, 1975 140 
of 1975); 

AND WHEREAS the said period of disqualification has not expired; 

AND WHEREAS the said Shri Amar Nath Chawla has submitted a petition to the 
President under sub-section (2) of section 8A of t'ne 5aid Act for the removal of the 
disqualification for the unexpired portion of the said period; 

AND WHEREAS the President has sought the opinion of the Election Commission on 
the said petition in pursuance of sub-section (3) of section 8A of the said Act; 

AND WHEREAS the Election Commission has given its opinion (vide Annexure) that 
there are circumstances in the uresent case, which would justify the removal of the dis¬ 
qualification incurred by the petitioner for the unexpired portion of the pefiod qf six yeartll 
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NOW, THEREFORE, I, Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed, President of India, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on me under sub-section (3) of section 8A of the Said Act do 
hereby decide in accordance with the opinion of the Election Commission that the dis¬ 
qualification for a period of six years incurred by Shri Amar Nath Chawla be removed for 
the unexpirid portioh of the said period. 

Rashtrapati Bhavan, FAKHRUDDIN ALI AHMED, 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 1976. President of India. 


Annexure 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

BEFORE THE CHIEF ELECTION COMMISSIONER OF INDIA 

In the matter op petition under section 8A(2) of the representation or the 
People Act, 1951 of Shri Amar Nath Chawla in regard to a disqualification on 
grounds of corrupt practice. 


This is a petition under section 8A of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 asl 
the returned candidate thereinafter referred to as the Respondent) had been heard, the 
House of the People held in March 1971, Shri Amar Nath Chawla was declared elected 
from the Delhi Sadar Constituency. He beat his nearest rival .Shri Kanwar Lai Gupta 
by a margin of 42,803 votes, he himself securing 98,103 votes. Sbri Kanwar Lai Gupta 
filed an election petition in the High Court of Delhi under sections 80A to 84 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 praying that file election of the returned candidate 
namely, Shri Amar Nath Chawla be declared void. The grounds for making this prayer 
included various allegations of irregularities and the commission of corrupt practices by 
the returned candidate. The principal corrupt practice alleged and the one which is 
relevant to this petition is the expenditure by the returned candidate of a much larger 
sum than the limit prescribed for election expenses in regard to a parliamentary constitu¬ 
ency in the Union Territory of Delhi, namely Rs. 10,000. The other allegations were 
not accepted as proved by either the Delhi High Court or subsequently in appeal by the 
Supreme Court. 

2. After the very voluminous body of evidence led bv both the election petitioner and 
the returned candidate thereinafter referred to as the Respondent) had been heard, the 
Chief Justice of the Delhi High Court who decided the case held that the election petitioner 
had not succeeded in proving that the respondent had incurred expenditure in excess of 
the limit prescribed and of the amounts notified by the respondent to the electoral autho¬ 
rities as required under section 78 of the Representation of the People Act, 1951. The 
learned Judge, in coming to this conclusion, applied the principle which has been laid down 
repeatedly by the judicial authorities hearing election petitions that allegations of the 
commission of corrupt practices are similar to the laying of charges under the criminal 
law and therefore, have to be proved beyond all reasonable doubt as in a criminal case. 

3. The election petitioner, having lost the case In the Delhi High Court went in appeal 

to the Supreme Court Mr. Justice Bhacwati of the Supreme Court delivered the iudge- 
ment in the appeal on his own behalf and on that of his brother on the Bench Mr. Justice 
Sarkaria on 3 October, 1974. After a very detailed examination of the evidence on facts, 

the learned Judge held that the respondent had indeed incurred expenditure on the elec¬ 

tion which exceeded the limits prescribed under rule 90 of the Conduct of Election Rules, 
1961 for the Union Territory of Delhi (viz. Rs. 10,000) by an amount of Rs. 644 and 
25 paise. The appeal was allowed and the election of the respondent was declared void 
and set aside. 

4. In the court of first instance the respondent find admitted having arranged 23 Public 

meetings in connection with his election. He bad filed a return of expenses 'amounting to 
Rs 5415 62 p. The appellate court, after a lengthy and meticulous analysis of the evidence, 
came to the conclusion that the respondent had arranged and paid for at least nine more 

meeting, r.e. a total of 32 meetings. The court also estimated the expenditure on each 

meeting at a minimum of Rs 150 cajnpared to th<- respondent’s averment of an expendi¬ 
ture of only Rs 30 to 40 per meeting In this manner the appellate court assumed sn 
expenditure of Rs. 5.600 bv the respondent on public meetings against fine respondent’s 
figure of Rs. 800 onlv filed in the return of election expenses. Adding another sum of 
Rs, 429 on account of paper Hnd printing expenses the court came to the conclusion that 
the respondent had incurred an extra expenditure of Rs 5229 over and above his returned 
expenditure of Rs 5415.62 p. i.e, a total of Rs. 10,644.62. 
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5. In the judgment the learned Judge also made the observation that even if meetings 

had been neia and tne expenditure incuirea oy or on behalt ot others, it the candidate tor 
election knowingly ' takes advantage ot it or participates in the programme or activity 
or Ians to disavow the expenditure or consents to it or acquiesces in it, n would be reason¬ 
able to inter, save in special circumstances, mat he imphedly authorised. 

such expenditure." 

6. l The above observation was a departure from earlier interpretations of the law on 
this subject by many courts including tne buprente Court and, tneretore, the Uovernmcnt 
brought lorward the Representation ot tne People (Amendment) Bill, 19/4 wherein it was 
nought to add an explanation to sub-section (1) of section 77 oi the Representation of the 
People Act, 1931, in© Bui became an Act in aite course and the explanation 'added 
(according to the Statement of Objects and Reasons appended to the Bill) "clantiedi the 
intention underlying the provisions contained in section 77 ot the Representation ot the 
People Act, 1931, viz. that in computing the maximum amount under that section, any 
expenditure incurred or 'authorised by any other person or body o£ persons or political 
parties should not be taken into account." Ihe But (and subsequently the Act) provided, 
however, in a proviso to the newly added explanation that this explanation would not 
affect any judgment, order or decision ot the Supreme Court whereby election of a candi¬ 
date to tne House of the People or Legislative" Assembly of a State has been declared void 
or set aside before the co mm encement of the Representation ot the People (Amendment) 
Ordinance, 1974 (which the Act replaced). Thus, the explanation newly added to section 
77 of the Representation oi the People Act, 1951 did not benefit the respondent Shri Amar 
Nafn Chawla (the present petitioner). 

7. Shri Amar Nath Chawla filed an application for review of the Supreme Court Judg¬ 
ment. This was rejected. 

8. Shri Amar Nath Chawla submitted the present petition dated 24 January, 1975 to the 
President pi India under section 8A (2) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
as it stands after the amendment of toe earlier section 8A by section 2 of Act 40 of 1975. 
The petition has been referred to the Election Commission under section 8A(3) of 
the Representation of the People Ad, 1951 for its opinion. 

9. In the ordinary course, according to the usual procedure of the Commission, as well 
as in compliance with a request made to it by Shri Amar Nath Chawla by application 
dated 19 February, 1976, the petitioner was given an opportunity to appear in person and./ 
or through counsel to make submissions. A hearing was accordingly fixed for 23 March, 
1976 at which the petitioner himself appeared and was also represented by S/Shri D. I>. 
Chawla with V. P. Nanda, Ch'aman Lai Choudhary and N. S. Das Bahl. 

10. Learned counsel for the petitioner made the following points in the course of his 
arguments:— 

(1) The petitioner-respondent, during his examination in the High Qourt of Delhi 

admitted having arranged 23 meetings during his election campaign. In the 
course of cross-examination he had said “it is correct that X bore the ex¬ 
penses of all the public election meetings in my constituency". This admis¬ 
sion relates to the 23 meetings which he had arranged and for which he had 
paid. The Court, however, concluded from other evidence that there had 
been at least 9 more meetings, i.e. a total of 32. The Court erred in tag¬ 
ging on this admission also to the 9 meetings which the petitioner-respondent 
had not admitted as having arranged. The Appellate Court had committed, 
so to speak, a misjoinder of circumstances and admission by expanding the 
scope of the admission by the petitioner-respondent also to meetings assum¬ 
ed by the Appellate Court" to have been held; 

(2) The Appellate Court itself was not very sure about the correctness of its finding 

and therefore observes "in any event, even if the expenses of some out of 
these nine public meetings were incurred by the District Pradesh Congress 
Committee or any other branch of the Congress organisation or any other 
friend or supporter, such expenses must be held to be authorised by the 
first respondent, because the first respondent knowingly took advantage of 
such public meetings by participating in them and consented to or at any 
rate, acquiesced in such expenses and, in any view of the matter, failed 
to disavow them". The Appellate Court was thus uncertain in regard to its 
findings that the other nine meetings had also been held by or at the instance 
of the petitioner-respondent. The adverse inference drawn it the quotation 
above made went far beyond the scope of section 77 of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951. This has never been the intention behind the pro¬ 
visions of section 77. It had been held by courts in many cases that the 
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incurring of expenditure by the candidate himself or authorisation by him 
or by nis electron agent snouia be tuought Dome uirecuy to tnc candidate 
or hrs election agent, lms nad been me law as il had been understood 
prior to lhe ooservauon mane in t’nis case by the supreme Court, in order 
to restore the position ot tne law as it was prior to the ooservation made 
in tnis case ana tnereoy avoid great hardship to persons whose elections had 
been challenged but legal pronouncements nad not yet been anally made, 
the Government ’nad passed Ordinance Xiil or 1974 on 19 October, 19/4 
within about a fortmgnt alter judgment had been pronounced by tine Su¬ 
preme Court in the appeal on i October, 1974. in this manner everybody 
else whose case was pending and might hinge on the question of expendi¬ 
ture incurred by the candidate or autnonsed by him or his election agent 
directly had been benented by the cianhcation and the restoration of the 
status quo ante in regard to non-computation ot expenditure incurred by 
third parties including political parties in a candidate s election expenses. 
Unfortunately, the Ordinance (and subsequently tne Act which replaced it) 
denied the beneht to the petitioner-respondent on t'ne salutary principle that 
ordinarily final pronouncements m individual cases by the hignest court in 
the land arc not made ineffective by ex-post-tucto legislation. Nevertheless 
the petitioner-respondent had suffered injury by this exclusion. It was 
possiole under the new section 8A to cure the injury by the exercise of Pre¬ 
sidential discretion on the opinion ol the Election Commission to remove 
the disqualification incurred Dy the petitioner-respondent for the unexpired 
portion ot the erstwhile statutory six years period; 

(3) The Appellate Court had erred in regard to its estimate of expenditure on indi¬ 
vidual meetings held during t'ne election campaign of the petitioner-respondent. 
Tho Court ot first mstance (namely, the High Court of Delhi) had accepted 
the respondent’s accounts and the rates of hire for various items like furniture, 
floor coverings, microphones, loud speakers etc. The Appellate Court, how¬ 
ever, assumed what it called a "conservative estimate” ot Rs. 150 per meet¬ 
ing for 30 of these meetings and a much larger figure, namely, Rs. 330 
and Rs. 400 tor two meetings. The figure ot Rs. 150 had been assumed by 
the Court largely on the evidence ot a witness Shri Chuni Lai for tho 
election petitioner in the case. The Court has said in its judgment in regard 
to Chum Lai “we have gone through the evidence carefully and critically 

and he has impressed us as a witness of truth.he slated that this 

public meeting held by him was very small and even then it cost him bet¬ 
ween Rs. 150 and Rs. 200. We are inclined to accept this evidence as it 
appears to us to have a ring of truth”. On the other hand, Shri Chuni Lai 
who had himself been a candidate at this election on the Congress (O) ticket, 
in his covering lelter to his statement of election expenses filed with the 

Chief Electoral Officer, Delhi dated 29 May, 1971 has stated “.my 

election expenses were borne by the Delhi Pradesh Congress Committee (O) 
like posters material, flags, badges etc. But pasting of posters, dhollwalla 
and refreshment etc. were on my behalf, that amount comes to about 
Rs. 1800 approximately. I have no receipt for these, the amount paid in 
cash. No public meetings were organised. Only door to door canvassing 

was done .'’ (under-lining tumisned by Election Commission). It is obvious 

that bhn Chuni Lai was not a truthful witness, as he has said soon after tho 
election campaign in filing his election return that he had not arranged any 
public meeting but yet in giving evidence for the election petitioner a consi¬ 
derable time afterwards he said that he had held a public meeting in Bara 
Hindu Rao 'and that it cost him Rs. 150 to Rs. 200. It was unfortunate 
that the Appellate Court based its estimate of expenses on public meetings 
on the statement of such an unreliable witness. On the other hand Shri 
Inder Mohan, a witness for the election petitioner had stated in bis evidence 
before the Delhi High Court “I attended 3 election meetings which were 
held by the Jana Sangh for the parliamentary election in the metropolitan 
constituency. I used to manage setting up of these meetings. I used to 
arrange for stage; microphones; loudspeakers; darries covered by a chaddar 
and lights. There were no carpets. We did not apply for any temporary 
connections for lighting and we used to take electricity from the neighbour¬ 
ing houses. Jana Sangh election meetings used to cost Rs, 40 or Rs. 50 
each.’’ It was evident from this deposition that an estimate of Rs. 150 per 
meeting and Rs. 350 or Rs. 400 for two other meetings was a highly inflated 
estimate. Based on this statement of witness Inder Mohan, the accounts filed 
by the petitioner-respondent deserve to be accepted as correct returns in 
regard to the public meetings as had been done by the High Court of Delhi. 
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(4) In the recent appeal Smt. Indira Nehru Gandhi verms Raj Narain, the honourable 
Justice Ray, Chief Justice has observed as follows:—(AIR 1975, S.C. 2299 
at p. 2329 J. 

"The Amendment Act, 1974 has added explanation I to section 77 of the 1951 Act 
which shows that expenditure incurred or authorised in connection with 
the election of ‘a candidate by the political party shall not be deemed to be 
expenditure incurred or authorised by the candidate or his election agent. 

Allegations that election expenses are incurred or authorised by a candidate or hin 
agent will have to be proved. Authorisation means acceptance of the res¬ 
ponsibility. Authorisation must precede the expenditure. Authorisation 
means reimbursement by the candidate or election agent of the person who 
has been authorised by the candidate or by the election agent of the candidate 
td spend or incur. In order to constitute authorisation the effect must be that 
the authonty must carry with it the right of reimbursement.” 

In the same case (AIR 1975, S.C. 2299 at p. 2420) Mr. Justice Beg has observed 
as follows:— 

"After examining this catena of cases, I think, with great respect, that the deci¬ 
sion of this Court in Kanwarlal Gupta’s case (AIR 1975, S.C. 308) (supra) 
could be understood to point in a direction contrary to that in which the 
previous cases were decided. Hence, it 'appears to me that the amend¬ 
ment made by Act 58 of 1974, by adding the explanation (1) to Sec. 
77(1) of t'ne Act, could be justified as merely an attempt to restore the 
law as it had been understood to be- previous to decision of this Court 
in Kanwar Lai Gupta’s case.” 

On the same page Mr. Justice Beg has observed earlier “.it is not enough to 

prove expenditure of money by a candidate’s party or friends or relations. 
It must b c also proved that this was expenditure authorised by the candidate 
and incurred as the candidate’s express or implied agent”. Of course it 
had not been the case of petitioner-respondent in fnis litigation that any of 
the 23 meetings had been arranged or had been financed by any third party 

including the Congress Party by which he had been put up as a candidate. 

11. Having made these pleas, learned Counsel rightly pointed out that these submissions 

had been made only to show that it was possible, on evidence available, for the Appellate 
Court to have come to ’a conclusion different from what it did come to, as the court of 
first instance had done. Counsol stated freely and very properly that everyone concerned 

was bound by the findings, on facts as well as on law, of the highest court of the land. 

He was, therefore, not challenging the findings of the learned Appellate Court. It would 
be his plea only that in the circumstances of the case and with the anomalies and discre¬ 
pancies pointed out, the Election Commission should tender opinion to the President that 
this is a fit case in which discretion should be exercised by the President to remove the 
disqualification incurred by the petitioner-respondent for the unexpired portion of the 
statutory period of six years which was prescribed under the earlier section 8A of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951. 

12. I have summarised the arguments of the learned Counsel in some detail with h 
view to being able to tender my opinion to the President as required under the new 
section 8A(3) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 on logical grounds. 

13. I have carefully read the judgments of the High Court and of the Supreme Court 
in appeal. I have further examined the record of evidence and other material found In 
the paper books furnished to t’ne Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as the review applica¬ 
tion to the Supreme Court made by the petitioner-respondent and the enclosures thereto. 

* 

14. I am of the view that:— 

(1) the amount of excess expenditure estimated by the learned Court is the rela¬ 

tively small sum of Rs. 644.62 compared to the maximum limit of Rs. 10,000 
fixed under rule -90 of the Conduct of Election Rules, 1961 read with section 
77(3) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 for the Union Territory 
of Delhi for a parliamentary constituency. While I affirm that all concerned 
are bound by the findings of the learned Appellate Court In regard to the 
quantum of excess, sufficient has been said in the course of the hearing before 
me and borne out by the record to show that the exercise of discretion and 
clemency would be justified. 

(2) The candidate has already suffered the disqualification for 18 months, 
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15. Accordingly, under section 8A(3) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
I tender t'ae opinion to the President of India that there are circumstances in the present 
case which would justify the exercise of the discretion to remove the disqualification in¬ 
curred by the petitioner Shri Amar Nath Ch'awla, under the erstwhile section 8A of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 for the unexpired portion of the period of six years 
which was provided in the said section. I would advise that the disqualification be remov¬ 
ed for the period out Of the period of six years which has not yet expired. 

Sd/- T. SWAMINATHAN, 

New Delhi, 

Chief Election Commissioner of India, 

14 April, 1976. 

[No. F. 7(9)/76-Leg.II] 
K. K. SUNDARAM, Secy. 

fafa, arm 

(ftroM fawn) 

19 1976 

W«ht° 356(w).—T r^Tfeg:TTrfwT»nn fdMdf«rd nft 

% fatr fwn v»fidT ^ :— 

iTtr ‘FTfiT % 7TTWT tffPCTP? WTOT, Tfafaftlol gfaf-P m, 1951 

(Mr gw gftrfwg rwr |) mxr 8 »p srfag, ;fofY ^ 

foutw Mi (iMer) gfsrfrw, 1975 (wsw 40) ^rgrocgifr ‘W «fr, 
^ wt-ridfa Ms farfag $Y «T; 

sfK *ffV rpr?rrM«r ggmr g^Y gf g; 

gk gw «fY wcdig diwr % gwgfafggg>gYtmT gqgro (2) % 

WftH T^sp ?pjff 3W rfiiwMr % gm % W^Y far Il ^lfd !fft 

grt *fY; 

*ffa: Tit^r ^ gw gfafaw ft etto st ft g^gra ( 3 ) $ gijgmg ?r gw 
ggfa gr MWh 1 wgYg ft 3jg gttff «fY ; 

gYp fwMr gfak ^ gmfr t;pt (ggrgET $ fa *g grwt it i$Y gfxfeg- 

frPir 5 *r*ggY ffirr ggw fmqgi q?Y ^ wgidfsr % ik gm % fw* ^ggr 
<jtrt gmfrfw $kT ; 

wr:, m, *■ gi<rg£k gpfY g$w, grw w Tns*qfa, gw gfafggg gfY trrrr 
8 *f ft gram (3) snr gw rafwrf w gark jtr, fggfw gkk tft tpi % 
*F$gn: r g$ kfkrw wttt £ fa «fY ggmrTg grggr arcr ggw fa^gr ^ tk ft 
wgmfg % rag gm % fgtj rfcft M: M fon gnx 1 


gw, 

gfi 7 gf, 1976 


gglr 

grTT^mp^rfd 1 
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;jrtw*r 

Rk?T fTT fa<RR RTRtR 

Rfa srfafafacR RferfaRR, 1951 qrr stto 8 ^( 2 ) % rtFTr, «ft rrtrtr rirrt 
qff, web: rtrtr % Rrarc qx fqrf rt q?T arm, «T3ff % Irrr ?f 1 

r$ rjFF s?rYap 5 rfcrfw , rsrrar RfafaRR, 19 s 1, ^far fa rtt faRfaq fafa (rrTrr) 

rFrFrrr, 1975 srt ^f?frrw?T rr if % Rsffa % 1 rpr, 1971 R RiRtffw wfa 

RRT % fan RiRTCR fRRfaq if Rt RRTRrR RFRWT Vt ftfrfaf R3R flTO ir fafffaff 

R>faR fairr rrtrt i R^fa R'fa Fewerr rFr^T «ft r>r *j<RTfaT 42803 Rrfr 
% rrp: ir ^Rr=rr rt 1 «ft RRtRrR RrRRT qft 93103 rr rtrt$ n ^ 1 qfcRrw 
*r?rr % fafai ^rrirr if affa Rfafafa?R rFrFrrr, 1951 q?t rrt sort ir ffat 
84 R^p % n^r fa*fan Rjff r? rtrrt rr^ fn ^rfaR «ff fa fajfffaR R*R«ff, 
WErf^ssff ?t(rr^ rrrt, vr faTfaq ^ Rtfaa fanr arrtr \ *r rt4rt % fan qfr rirtt 

RTRiTe wcr, RRif fRRTfRR STKRff RTf fafa?) RfarfRRRIRf Rk W<£ RR77T % RTRtR 
RffafaR ? I fRR RW WR RTRTR RT RfaRqR faRT RRT % sfk aft ?R 5 Hff JffV 
*fe % ^RRT $, fRRffRR RTRRf SRf faRT RRT R? *RR $ Wt fa fofaf RR TT^Rtfa % 
RR^R fRR?RR WR RV RIRR fRRfaR ERR % fan fafatf RtRT, STR^T 10,000 WJ 

if, rjr rFrr; rtrt r | i r^r RfaTRRf qft fafar r«r ^rprorr ir rrrt r^tfrr^ 

<Pffa if R^RRR ^RTRTRR if RrffaT faRT RRT TRfaTC R$f faRT I 

2 . rTIT RRT, RR?n fa^^R R^faTT r\T fRRtfWR R^f (fair *RR ^R% 

RWR[ R?RRf «P?T RRr f) RTlf Wk ^ ^ if 5T^R fan ^ ^ % 

T^RiR fafar ^RTRTRR % RRR ^RTRlfsTTfa, krkfR RTR% RT farm faRT RT, 
^r fR®PR qx qj* r fa Frrrr R^ffaR Rr? Rtfar rr% if rrr r^t jrt rt fa wff 
R fa%f RVRrnsff ir Rftrp RTRT if SRR tjqrpr faRT RT iffR RRR Rfa qfafafarR RfafRRR, 
1951 ^ JJTTT 78 % RRTR R : lfaR % R-TRTT ffarfaR RlfWlfaRt Rft ®RRqff mf 

'a 

srfaPjfnR R^f Iff aff I fRITR ^rRirffR ^ 5R qfa°Tm RR: RjRR % fan ^r fiWRr 

Ept arr^fspRT RT Tf fa fq-RfaR RfaRT Rff gRRlf Rfar Rfa *RlfRR RTfRTnfaff jrr T T 
RTT-RfT ffrrRT RRT |, RR?R R^ fa W«R RPR7RT RFFTf^ RTt RfRRTRR RlfiRRr farfa % 
V-'ffRR RTRrn RR RTifaf % RR^fR Rf.TT R, RfT: RR Rrf«RRT «TTOR % RRR^f R'Rf 
’jfaRffR R^ R RR RrfRR RTTRT WRT t I 

3. fa$?ft R^R ERTRiWR if ?rkf Ep nrRr^ fRR?RR RRffan: R ww ^rtrtrr 
if Rffa rff I l«fR ^RTRTRR % ERTRffaqfR ?ff RRRlff ?T RR-ff Rfa it Rfa if 
wfa R^Rfaf ?RrRrfaqFR «ff RwrfaRr qFr Rk ir 3 rr^rt, 1974 »fa fRnfR ^RrRr 1 

R*R RKRff »rw RT. FrtRR fafaRR RTR % RTRIR fa^H vRPTITffR ^R Fr'R;R TT 
fa R?Rtff R RrTRR if fRRfRR if ^RRT =RR RTRR faRT RT RT fRRfRR RrORR 
ffarR, 1961 % fRRR 90 % RRTRR fafaf RR TT^R^R % fan fa^. ^ftROCff (RR^ 
10,000 ^)^ 644 Rn 2 5 <?if Rfa?F RT I RR: Rffa RRR qff Rt ?fk R?R*ff TR 
faRfak ?JJR Rffar *FT faRT RRT Rk RRRR faRT RRT I 
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4. rrr rtt % ?=rtrthr it 4 r$ tjArtt fRRT rt fR ^4 str 4 f^W-r 

% RRSpTT 4 23 RTRirfaR RTRWf RT WR^TRfRRT RT I ?JR4 5415 RRCJ 62 Tit % 

Bjpr tff fq^^ofr ^rfia^r 4t 4t i RftR jrtrthr 4 rtot rt Rnfr 4k $&r kpjir- 
spr rt% irf fRRR faRT?n fR srf^Dff 4 rr 4 rr 9 4k TPmj «n4f4cr t 4 4f, 
firarRT 32 HRk srnftNrr Rt «ff 4k ?tr tt rpt f%RT rt i ^iirptr % wtrr 
% 5TTOTT Sh4r TTOT RT RR 4 RR 1 5 0 W* RT ®RR £RT RT RR fR R?R*ff % RRRPJRTT 
R$R RRT IT 30 4 4RT 40 TR«7 RR RT SRR ^RT RT ! ^R RRTT 4 R'fkr *T[R [m 
4 RPkff jra RpfRfRR RRTRf TT fR<£ RT^ °RR R> 5,600 RTRT SIR % RTR>?ff % 
RiJRTR 800 WJ RTR RT #RT fR f44hR ®RR # fRRT°ft 4 ftParTRT RRT RT I 

w trr 4 w 4k mii % «rt rt 429 wt 4t Trf4 4k 4t*RT -rmiptr rr f '^4 

RTR$RTfRR?l4f 4fRRTRt4ftrarTtTR<T 5415^ 62R4%3RR% 44f<.RT 5220 
T3RCT RT 4k JSRR RRRR fRRT RT 4k ?R RRTT S*T JRR 1 0,644 RR^ 62 44 RT I 

5. fasrr^ ^rarreftR 4 rr 4 f4°fR 4 r? r4«r fw ft? Rfc *r*m\ rt rot^tr 

4 k SRR fR^ spR 3 RfacTCff SkT RT RRRt 4 k 4 4 t fRRT ^TRl % 4 k Rfe fRRfRT 

% fpRT JRFRRf TTTRTjTfTRT "3RRT RTR RSTRT £ RT RTRRR R RT RKRl?Rf 4 RTR Rcfr £ 
RRT RR 3RR Rt faRTR? Reft 4 RRRT R? ®TR RRRf RTRfcT 4 R1 RTRpT 4 f"f?RT RTRT ^ 4t 
Rg fRERTR fRRTHRT RftRPjRR ?>RT ft? krr sRR RRcRST RR 4 RRR 5 ITT STlftlfR f*PRT 
RRT RT l” 

6. RR<t4R fcRofT rR fRRR IT RfR ^RTRlRTf fPCT, klR% R^R R^RRR 

frtrtrtr 4t f^ftr % ^rttr f4«K4f 4 14k Rift rttr | % rrptt 4 4k? 

RklkfRcR RfRfRRR (RWl’RR) fRRRT, 1 9 7 4 RR f^RT f'^RR RTR Rf4f4f4?R RfkfRRR, 

1951 4t srkr 77 4t RRRkr ( 1 ) 4 rr rt^rrr 4tf^ R^ spfRiRRr 4 ft r^ 1 

fRRRR RTR RR RT RfafRRR RR RRT 4 k Rtf RR PRRtRRR JT<J (fRRRR % RTR •3RTR5' 
R^RT 4 k RT’-RT % RRR % R'JRT<) “RtR RtRfRfipR 44fRRR, 1951 Rt RTO 77 
% RRRRjff 4 4 RiRR RRTfRf?R RT, RRt^ Rf fR RR RTRT % RRlR RfETRRR TRR Rt 
RRRRT 4 fRRt R'-R StrkR m sqfRTk % fRRTR RT RWrIRR JTTT RRRT RT RTfaffR 

^ srr RfkrfRRRff fRRT RRT Rtf^", *W RT fRRT I fR^RR 4 (4t fR FTRFRIR; 

RfirfRRR RR RRT) R'T Rtf ^RGE^RRR % RiR PR RT^R HRTRT R| TWS fRRT 
RRT ^ fR ^TT PTB^tRTR RT <3^RcnT 5R1RIHR % fRTft TJr fRRR, Rl^Vl RT f4f4RRR RT 
R>f RRPT R^f RRRT fRTTR 5TkT fRRt SpOTRf % RTR RRT RT TTTR Rr fRETTR RRT % f4'7 
fRRfRR Rt RtR RfRfRfSTR (44RR) RtRkR, 1974 (fT|4 RTR 4 RfsrfRRR RT RR 
fRRT RRT), % RITTR % ^R RtfRR fRRT RRT ^ RT STRrkT fRRT RRT £ I HR RRTT 

4 4r Rf4f4f4cR 444RR, 1951 Rt Rkr 77 % rtr r^ rr 4 4tf rr ptb^rtr 

RT Rt^ TTTR'RPTR? 4t RRTRPR RTRRT (RfRTR RT^TrTT) r 4 R^t fRTT RRT ^ I 

7. 4T 5TRTRTR ^TRHT 4 Y^'iM ^RTRTHR % fR'^R % RRkrftRR % f?RT etr R^ff 
4t 4 4 fR 5kRtfTT Rf I 

8. 4t RTRTR T R RTRHT 4 R^ 5t4f 24 RTRRTt, 1 976 R~t RTTR % TP^RfR R> 4tR 

5rf4f4f4rR 44f4RR 1951 Rt rttt 8R?(2) % RiftR ^rft f4? ^Rtrr ffrrrsRRT 

1975 % RT fkfRR R TT8RT 40 Rt RR 2 JTTT Wtf4r f4k ^ ^ <T ^ T ^ 5r ^f4’ 4 I 
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9 . etefe *pV rfrfw srf’pqT % eerie rei «ff wert iro Eifra 19 

'O 

TORTT, 1 97 6 TT fREf EE if FeFeE % WJREE R, EFE W EREW if, wFeERR 

*w r ref jm Ef-EWEi t riotr It srftn: ?Fr eYe to eteef ke^r tw w w 
eefr f^TTT ref 1 rerrfe 2 3 rfr, 1976 ? 3 Eet$ fair qir r^ Et Fre Fee wrFcte 
wtf gifTO jef sfk eew TFRfEfEW ee j 4 F Tto ifo rter-, efo fro rwf eFtr, ere eie 
^rhifr we tT^o ero rfe toe ?r fEwi 1 

10. RiffaE % farjT^r eFreert if r^e % rYefe fEwFEfaE re tr^e forr : — 

( 1) WsffefE SREeF if fofEf E^E WTEFRE if WT% E{fW<R % ^lEFE If? ^flr'FIE 
foET Rf f% ERE Wfif FETTER fFW % eVefR 23 EETRT TF EWfVE 

ftwr «n i EfEEfrwE % siete tee e* -*fr tot et % “e?f Riff ft; 
f=r Ifif wf faTiER y> r ’T<ff rptoYet fETiEE erief to we we 
e^r fawf et” i ei$ *f,TOEff«iE re 23 erte't % rwrj if «fr eY fa 
ere eeYFee tff «ft eYt hrr% faT we fawr «rr i eetFe wiefee 

^ R?E rf&E % WEFT ET E? fE«pl fETOTO fa TOT if TOT 9 «ftx TO? 
t|W fE fEEFTT 32 EEF-t ErETfEE ^ff E^ «ff I ERffER EfiTRffW 
to ^e toe 9 eefef % e e Ef*TT w.eire if REfr to «ff wifa toeFtit 
eweF e ee TT*rrefr to WEffaR etet *frroT e£J faET ef i *e 
sttot rFfe wteihe if Efe to[t tof* rY, RfafarrRE'T tffr ?^fsprxtf«Rr 

Tf f f frUT TT'I iff «R €f I tFt WaffalT «pf ?fiTTE>f^T Tt 

Tn ffT.Eft % K.«T 'iff 5fftE fWT *m ^ft ?r#=f ^fl’T.'TT % WTffTT W.jftFWT 

^r «ff ; 

( 2) VT> ’TTTmr Tf 5FTE f^T? Efr TTTTTfT % 3fr^ if ^TT f'fffWT Tiff *TT 
VOX 5*rf5Tr W>ff Jpf ft Fe? "f® iff ?>, Eft 9 RrsfapTT 

’T<rmi if if fa er *wt FKTr ff^Ef Tr«T Tinfr % wn Tfwr t'tst 
€ r frrfi TX--% ETPET if R-TET fTTf f*T-?r ^TI ’TRET % 'iff foxtf ff m 
Eff ^ Eff TER SETtff TTO TrflgTT frET RET RRT ^TET 

’Eiffft’ EEfftT ster Tw4f % EfiR^tr eti; Rrtsrf% rtwi if rtr 
irTE RTEf 'SIEET TOTT «?T *ffx YE% TfT WT-ff Ry^Ff TTT JfF «ff 
ET WE fS 6t{i Rf ^f ®EE % FrE ^^f ETOFr «ff WT: fE 
if fERTE aFE% EE TR% ^TIET R^f fm ’(Wl”l ^R WTIT RffR 
•RTRfRR TO TR fRRpif E?f RIRR gfffiRR R^f‘«ff Ft WR 9 RRTOT 
TT RTR^JIR SfjffatfE TOff 3TET ET RREf T?if EE f'TET EET RT I 
3iET % E?EE if Wfm RTTETfTE if Rf TfRRR Ffcirt FmRT ET E7f RtT 
eFrFr^TE rFrFrER, 1951 fff tfTET 7 7 vf eFeFr ^ RJR ETfE | I 
ERE R,RRt if ’EElRE'f if EE fRRE f^ET | Ft RW^ff JfTT >RE f^Ef 
RET WE E, RR% IlEf EffRfR FpEf RE WE El RR% fRETER RFwpR? 
TTET fTEF RTF WE fffff EW4f EF ERE: FwFw rFrTR? % %RFE R 
ElaF ft I ET^R: E|f RFPJE Ef ¥ffE E?f, TR RTREf if R'WRR WTEFWE 
TTEF E?f Rf fe«T«ff ?f RE if RRfff RPET RT I ^R RFR% if «pf 
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*rf ftRRft % fftftr Tft ftt ftqftr *fr p: *rjY spirt ifRft 
% ftrq; ?rsqT $tt fe«rftr % trot wfwrr qft ftnftrft «pt 

fspUT w % fjtft r qrfszTrf qft f T ^FRft % ftr^ ^t i 9 srpsR 
1974 qft, ^^RTJT ^PTTfPT jm 3 USpT 1974 W\ ITftftr ft 
it-t filter % q^iftR % ftftR fr, 1 974 pr ftssrr .13 3 ?/fr 

qRfr tjt 1 $tt fftTTft t*ft srftftp srt zufatf vt ^rw^rr wftiRr 
*tt wk sftV m qr sr^r «rr ftp sr*qftf ira ^rr jro jrrfsrrrT 

n\ 3TT% fftlftFT TTftpPT? ffRf ftpflT RN ftp»T STPR ft tMort 
fftRr 5UTT4T, ^RT STWlftpr SRI fft'7 pr Refr^TTr ft prpprftpp p 
wk Tfftr tstprt sir, far?r% iRT-fa rt^t frf?T«Fr ^ «ft w ft % ir«r*ff 
% ftrakp m qr 3 P<Tcr Trfft qft ftfrppr ft q ftft qft p ft«rftr pft fqr< 
ft wrr ftwr trt i tnrtrt potpRT ft (faft 515 ft pfaftfim % 
Jr qrftTT ftmr qpr) tt#ir 7r4T pt q^^rm p ftr;srFtT % spur 
<r pftpR «r?ft fpqr | ftp ftp % rrikq ^xrxrm 3771 srcftp qrqftr 
ir fti7 itj pfftnr faq it Pt fftfft % ppj $Tft qift fwnr-T jrrr 
ffttsrqpfr p w* fftqr P 7 1 f'pT Kfr p? ftr wrvm: | ftp psffrR 7w4f 
pft v* spr hht % ftf*Rr fan* suft ft wfft 5 $ | i frir siRr sp % 
WRpm w wftr rft, fftqftrq unfftr tijt ^T^refnr f^Prftr«i»R 
qtr 5 T 7 tR zp- 7 % trrr. sNffarr srwjff iri fftr^r vt, 747^ tt^t 
iRr ft^T grl ^ vraT^ftr % »tT * 1^1 % ftr^ ^nrrt, w 
fspUT orr *ttrtt $ 1 

( 3) xrfta ^PTr^q- ^ ftm % fftPT «TT#TR 5fw4f JRf WPftft^T 

JW'T-TOfT WRff q 7 Ppq tjtz WTJT bft WRTRT BT 9 T 4 % 71 rapt! R ^ 
Bpt «ft I 51 «rri Tr % nr.Tnwir ^ Y 5 ^ zzrrzrRPT zl) STRTiff 

% fiRTR- *Pt 7 TWR ftrqr >tt ?fh ftrftrfi *r?f, ^ qifftR, trr TarFkr, 
Rr^’Plqjft, HRTTfrTR ffiftr qrt ftfRiri vx %7 xxi zpr ^ifftpR 
ftF^r «rr TTift, «r<ft 7 i ^rtwzt ^ Tunn'f Jr % 30 H<iwt qr 150 

WI HtJW 7 NTT % fjj 7 T 3 T %' 'F?R qT'WW'T” ftRTT *fft 2 7 T»lP 5 ft % ftl^ WX 

qft Tiftr 350 ^wk 400 w* Tri^ft i iso qft ^(rt xrftr Tr^'T- 
*rnr awrepr % iftt ?fk q^: Tirsft ^5ft wr % tt.srt % msiRqR 

^m^^f^%f^^WfT^#rRqft 5 ik?rsR 5 i!T fawn w qr i ^ i qr'-f? 
% «rr^r fti^ Jr ftitt qft ^rrt % f% (^ti%) ttisw qrr 
wk worf^TTcJi'P q^tsRr fti^r $ wk wrft?r ^ ^r ^ 

TOT^t RTSft % Jl WlftTT ftRR |.^TTTT V-RT | ftp 

^ 71 % IRT WRftftlT IT? TiqT «ft ftp^ fq >7 OTR W 

iso ^ Jr 200 w-s rw % fftr pT <qr i p p rrreft % *pt 
^ftTpR qR% I wffqr ^Jr ^ TRqrrr s#rrr % i pd ffk aft 
■yft mrr ft, aft ftp p ftr^r ft rrt vr^Tr (ftt) ^r few? <r r^p 
?R i r«ft «rT, fft^RTT wfg^rft, k?ftt ^ntra 29 zrf, 1971 
ftttftRT siw sft f 4 Wft % R|*T ftr«J P q^ ft p TZR ftpTT | ftp 
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"fTmti qi Rrmff, jtjjt wtr 73ft qq im fqqfaq wv fernr rr^rr 
qtarr qirfr (wt) 1 nr q?q fqqr qqr qr fqrm; qtei "i qr wC, Cm 
q,$r q^ qk qr?? qrfa qq fqqr qqr sqq, qt fq qm isoo qq<? 
I, Jrfr sfrc % fqqr mr qr 1 irC qra raq qqq qfr 3ft fq qqa it 
■qqqqr qqr «tt, qf£ t=ftV 5 q$r ^ 1 qf£ *ff Hrlqf'Tq *rqr wqtfqq q$r 

q?r qf «rt 1 qq-rr aqqr^-qqqTq qTqq smrr f qr «mr qr" 1 (qqtrqn 
qq rnrqq *rrqfq qr ?) 5 rq qr qqr qrq qeqrqrit qrsff q$r 

qr qfrfq fqqrqq qqrqq % gqqq q<rqrq aTfaq ^ ^ fqqfaq fqqqtft 
it qqq q$r | fq qqit fqqt tft qrqqfrq qqr qr qrqrqq' qff fqrqr 
*rr f«pq| fqq iff fqqfqq trCfan: qft wtr % qraq it qrqft q*q qqir % 
qra qqC q$ q$T % qqq qm fi^rrq it qq qrfaftrq qqr qr qrqfqq 
fqqr qr qk ^qit 150 qq<$ ir 200 qq<? qq qr sqq qraq qr 1 q? 
5*rfrq tt arm It fq srfm mrqmq % qtfsrfqq qrroff qt «qq qr 
qjqqqq q srfmqrftq qrsft % qqqsq % smiR qq fqqr I qti «ft 
fqrq^q q, qr fq- fqqfqq qjffarr qt qfr q qr, frnft q*q 
mrqrqq % qqq qqq qryq it q?r fq “q^rqqq fqqfqq sqq it qqffq 
fqqfqq % fq^ qqqq ira qrqffqq 3 fqqfaq qqrqr it ifq qpr 
faqr qr 1 if cq qqwt % qrqfqq qfr *qq?qr qsrr qr 1 if q?q, 
qr^qtqfrq, HmsFftqq;, qfwt qtr tjq qr qrm qqr qqprr qr sqqqqr 
fqqr q-mr qr i qtf <ft qrqtf q|t «ff 1 ^qq qqrq % fqq Ppqt 
qfqrtfi qqqqq ^ trrqqq qfr fqqr qr qk $q qCtq ^ qff ir 
fa-a^ft %qq rj^qj qzffq qn?r it 1 irqqq qft fqqfqq qqreff if ir 
smtq qr 40 qr so ^rq ?>rr qr”i qqrq J ^ q^ wz ?t aimT 
^ fq 1 so qfq qqr qr Cr q?q qqmf % for; 350 qtcr qT 400 
qqq qr «qq qqrifqq qqr-’qjr qq qrqqfqq «qq ft 1 q,«ff TRrqt?rq 
% ^q qqr«r % qrqrr qq q^ffqrq qeq«ff im qifer fqrr qq; f^rrq q~t 
q|t fqqr 4 t % qq if ?2ftqrq fqqr armr qif?^ «rr %r fq femft 
;*rmm % fqqT qr 1 

{4) >sftqfq ^ffqqr qWt qqnr qrqqraqq «rft *r*ft frH $f qfr q 
qpqftq ^«q nrrqrfaqfq «fr t q fqtqfqfjjrq Wofr ^fy ^ :-(nr 0 t|Tto 
srrqo 1975. T«qqq ^nqrarq 2299, ^ 2329) 1 

■‘1974 % qqtqq trFqfqqq srirr 1951 % wfqfqqq iff trnr 77 
q FT^fftqrq 1 sffy f^qT qqr ^ sjf q? qfqr q<di ^ fq fqift 
qpKmff % fqqfqq % qrq^q q irq^tf^q qq SPJ mrqq qr 5 TTfaw «qq 
qwCf am qr ^r% fqVNq qfqqqf am qr siTfqqq ®qq niff 
RHWI -qiiiqr 1 

qq qqrT q| qfqqqq fq qff fqqfqq sqq qrqqf ym qT ^r 
qfqrqT am ^qqq fq^ fq^ q^ ^rfim fqqr ^rmr 
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’orfST i snftnFcf ottt w grTTOTfoproft ottot i nrfa- 
omr *04 % gy ?tot mfyy i rnfsTorTO orr sro | for srvipff ym ot 
grter irfVrwf am tt aofo4 oft oro oft srfa^frr fait sr wff sht ot 

TO% WpR^crf 3TTT OTO OTTO OT WTO gOOTT OTTO % fa? STfiffTT farOI 

oot or i mt«r*FT®r rr«ft yrr ytoT ft gy gg% mo ofayfrr or srftrooT 
tft 3"RI yt l' 

?tft OTORT 0 (^o ?5T^o 5TTT° 1975, g^OO '’-UQ PTO 2299, 
TCS 2420) aOTOTfuofo aft O fmoforfatT ORT 0T$' | :— 

"SO SOOT % OTO?ff OTT OftaTO OTT^ % OVORT STrORT OTOT $r OFO, 
Jm OTT Oy t far SO ; OTOT5TO 3TTT OrOWra 1 ^COT % mof,* O (yomfoStm 
1975 \T ff3 RT I r *rtomo 308) faroT oot fofgooo- gor foorr It $rt O^y 
yofr faorr n moo otto oiot mor m norm $ fanToft orts oj& morn o 

fofrp»00’fartr tttt 0- | scm: iJE RtfatyteT^fOT 19 74 % ofafgoo 

wr 58 snrrr farm oot mrrtmr fara% am >ofirfamT oft urn 77(1) 
% mo tmartemr (1 ) after oot £ %mr so mr ^ tftfarro % ft: rnfar 
am faf«r oft an? yo tom tttt tit on tttt farm om f t fair mr 

if AT fTPTTTT ffTTT OrOTmO yTTT % mm,' a fafaomT fatr TfrO 0T go 

Tnfi ^TTcfr aft l” 

grcrf oas or mTmfaofgafr ooltopfny aft oyT | far '%mt 

SOOT mfao TTTT £i Ortoft Tift $ far O'lmff % art 0 OT gr# fw'f OT 
mofaETOf T 8TT «PT farm ^ I O? aft wfaflT farm 3TRT TTfjOT fqi 

wnn wtJpff arm ^rfisrin «rt aftr atwff % mar tt wtw trfwrf 

% ’•4 T 3TO fw TTT «tr” I fTnrifTT ST ^Tflt T *P>ffnTT SRTaff 
tff *ftT It anj JTjft *P?r TT 4 T % ftr 23 TWfi *T tt aft fatft rftTT 
w*ftt am, fare% *rmfr naff f, fara^ smnff ^'t «nrT fwT 
«rr, atriflfarar of «fr or for qrfor off of «ft 1 

11 . st tw{ % atrarTT ot forr^; wfnoorn ^ te ottt off otr fter |f fom % 
for too 'ft ?ns orjr f'^ ?' a %ott oy fearo % foo f for rwo ore^o % snrurT ot 
softer roramro % frnj tott fort fowo foorw onto or faro tt oy offr |, #ttt for 
040 OTT % '0101 OFT 0 forOT «TT I wftfOOTTT 0 foWT aftr 'OcOTO Tf%T ¥0 ^ Oy oryi 
f for 1 %ot or ttote^r 'OTorrtO" am rt*sn oftr fofsr % tt^o^sr *f ft forroro foonlf otj y 
To^ oloor aofoo TOT OW % I WTOO Oy foyTO spfiST mOTTOf % fo^Onff OT for>J oft 
ott ryr or i tot ^ tft oorr yoor or for ytf oroff oft ofTfarfnof w ?ft< to ora'o- 
foor oft KOTO O Toro JTT foooff oftT OT%0 forOT OOT I foarfaPT OTT>T Oil Tl^ofo off Oy 
tto ^fr oifyrr for oy rtor omr Tfotr oryTr| foirtof ffffctT omff am gootr 
forfoT oft 6 oo off ornpft ormofir, ft for mor jrfofoftRO stfarfrm, 1951 oft ^oor 
sTror sor % w^iTfffy?r o7, % m onr o foryor oft % f^ TP^orfr ym fooorrfr- 

orrr off' 5to> fVot ttot orrfy^ 1 
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12. Jfa fW^ 'Mfaq'tdi % d't'T jis fa*-n 1 <jfW % V f?ld fariTT ^ 

rtPc t Trsjrfa wrr, wfa srfafarfacw ?#m, 1951 aft at ottt ear( 3)% mffa tm- 
ifafWIT wft THT cPP^f wrmf WT £ *Pff I 

13 . ifa srrtTRpr srfa ^rft^r w g^nt *rmm im far wq; wrt 

CT T ^yhff t^t| 1 art owt tpw ernriffait tft, 'sftfa aratfa sr^aiT 

>rotr ipt sr^jar ’A at 'far t+' if ctwt ’3^wrr t r r 9T4i w (rtfaTT sin jai%- 

*Tfaw % faq wfarw tfk ^r% iWH aff v\, %ftx attar *ft aft $ 1 

14. iTTT W fwf(Hf<fcT SPFTT % |:— 

(1) farr^ ^mrrsfaf jm wmrfairT srfaar *44 aft t«ptt 644-62 $r3ft 
far arta srfafafa^ *rfsrffam, 1 ©51 aft am 77(3) % ara afar 
fawfaw 4falH4 falW, 1961 % fwT 90 % *T*fH fa^ft ITT TTCqi&f 

if rratfa fa^Ww sta % fam fa^a Mpy^ci+i *99 aft 10,000 x° ait 
Tanr aft ^<aa wtff <ifa( ^ 1 9 afa 9id aft jfer arrar 

jf far aaT a^fara 09 fad fa 3 . 1 T irtta , 9i9i'd9 sin *94 aft 
afawr Tifar aft wr % rroisr #' faj atr fawif it ta § ar 
ifa aw a-TWlt % ftTia *a 3TRT 9T WJ $TX faqT aWT % vftx 
ir at w «na aw to $tm $ fa sa arair a fa^ifaavR rftx xm- 
war aw aata matfarcr $taT 1 

( 2 ) n'pfaT 18 ara war far^n % toi x% 'jaw $ 1 

15 . fltfjuTT, atar sfafafauw ttfafama, 1951 aft am sar ( 3 ) %atftw*f 
arwa % Ti^qfa ^ h^tst xrv sro T^rr j fa qifapr *rm^ Jr ^rfa qfafarfawt 
f fara* ^jffa i v ?fa tmrmq- iro otitr fan^n qrt wfa sfarfafu"^ srftrfaw 

am sqr % fa^aT qfr e ^ qfr *rn hh fa 3?, aft fa 3^ ottt if r^rafara «ft, 
“IT kti*i if far^cfT % ^din rsnir % fai4 farnfawir tt snrfa ^9 ^"'ifan ^jfar 1 q^inwl 
^ trrjfar fa e aw ^ wn^nafa w ^ ^?r ww <iwfa % far^ oft fa acrtfr waTWi wff |jf | 

fartwr *r> fawr sntr 1 

(^°) iV* wararad, 

14 wffa, 1976 KTRcl 4T 1JWT faaWw HT^RT | 

[Ro lT<fio 7(9)7 6—fa 0 II] 
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